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22, 23, 24, 28, 29, 324, 32B, 33, 34, 138, 39, 40, 56, 59, and 60. The remaining fourteen (14) issues
may take more time resolve [i.e. Issues 1, 6, 7, 13, 25B, 27, 37, 46, 47, 49, 53, 56, 57 (arbitrated
part) and 65]. Supra also notes that to resolve Issues 7, 13, 25B, 26 and 53, the parties need to
agree upon the form and content of numerous call flow diagrams which have not yet been done to
date. Moreover, resolution of these five (5) issues also require some modifications to Attachments
2 and 3, to reflect the parties' prior agreements (includiﬁg agreements regarding LATA-wide local
calling). On the last day the parties were negotiating (i.e. July 12, 2002), BellSouth was proposu;—g
the deletion of certain languag: in order to fix conﬂi:ts in Attachments 2 and 3. However,
BeliSouth's last minute "quick fix" would not have solved the problems inherent in BellSouth's
proposed implementation of these Attachments. The parties need to spend further time to insure
that these two Attachments properly incorporate and reflect the parties' prior agreements; which
they cutrently do not. Lastly, Supra notes that on some issues, BellSouth has cleverly drafted
wording which allows BellSouth to literally thumb its nose at this Commission’s priot rulings. One
such issue is Issue 49, in which BellSouth has specifically advised Supra that it will refuse to
continue providing xDSL service over the same UNE line which Supra will provide voice service.

In order to play games with this Commission's rulings, BeliSouth refuses to incorporate language
which will require it to continue providing xDSL service over the same UNE line, rather BellSouth
wants Snly vague language from which it intends to argu; that the customer must purchase a new
line in order to continue receiving xDSL service. This is not what this Commission ordered.

Another example of this gamesmanship is BellSouth "back-door" attempt to limit damages by
insisting that all disputes can only be brought before the FPSC. Thus BeliSouth is twisting Issue 1
in order to violate this Commission's ruling on Issue 65. Supra notes that the attached Composite
Exhibit "1" references other issues in which BellSouth seeks to play similar games in order to

circumvent prior Commission rulings, Supra refers this Commission to Composite Exhibit "1" for

.
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further details.

Supra would also like to clarify that many of the issues referenced in Composite Exhibit
"1", state that the issues are tentatively not in dispute. The reason for this statement is that during
the parties' negotiations, BellSouth had agreed to make certain changes to its proposed follow-on
agreement. When BeliSouth filed its Unilateral Interconnection Agreement, it refused to send
Supra a electronic version of the agreement which would allow Supra to electronically compare all
changes to the document. The need to electronically-compare these documents cannot be
understated since the Unilateral htacom;cﬁon Agreement must be close to one thousami pages in
length. No person can reasonably make manual comparisons of the documents within the short
time frame atlowed for a response to BellSouth' Emergency Motion. Despite having requested a
electronic copy for comparison as early as Friday, July 12, BellSouth played games and deliberately
dragged its feet before finally providing Supra an electronic copy at nearly the close of business on
Thursday, July 18th. Composite Exhibit "2" (Exhibit Pages E23-E28) sets forth numerous ¢-mail
requests by Supra for an electronic version of the Unilateral Interconnection Agreement, and
BellSouth's delay tactics in refusing to provide a copy within any reasonable period of time. By
Thursday afternoon, it became clear that Supra would not have enough time to thoroughly compare
dpcuments, and thus Supra had to rely upon its notes on the parties' recent negotiations. Thus many
of Supé's notes assume that where there is tentatively no dispute, BeliSouth has made the agreed
upon changes to the document.

Supra notes that it attempted to negotiate with BellSouth in good faith over the follow-on
agreement; and that it voluntarily sought to begin this process just after this Commission voted on
June 11, 2002 to adopt the Staff recommendation on Supra's motion for reconsideration. In this
regard, on June 12, 2002, David Nilson of Supra wrote Greg Follensbee of BellSouth seeking to
begin negotiations towards the final language to be included in the follow-on agreement. The
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request was made in good faith in order to negotiate the final language, with Supra preserving all
rights in connection with any administrative and/or appellate remedies. A true and correct copy
David Nilson's June 12, 2002 letter to Greg Follensbee is attached hereto as Exhibit 3 (Exhibit Page
E29). On June 13, 2002, BellSouth sent to Supra for the first time, an e-mail version of BellSouth's
latest proposed interconnection agreement. This fact has been memorialized in Exhibit 4 (Exhibit
Page E30), which is an e-mail exchange between David Nilson and Greg Follensbee.

-On June }8, 2002, Greg Follensbee of BellSouth sent 4 second amended version of

BellSouth's propt;sed interconnection agreem;nt, which is reflected inhExhibit 5 (Exhibit Page
E31). Follensbee writes in his e-mail to David Nilson, that in preparing a cross-reference for the
proposed agreement, that he discovered numerous errors in the prior document which did not
reflect agreements made by the parties prior to the evidentiary hearing (in September 2001). On
July 1, 2002, this Commission entered a final order on Supra's Motion For Reconsideration (Order
No. PSC-02-0878-FOF-TP). Order No. PSC-02-0878-FOF-TP required the parties to submit a
jointly executed interconnection agreement within fourteen (14) days of that order.

Beginning on June 17, 2002 and continuing through to the present, the parties met via
telephone on numeroﬁs occasions in order to negotiate and resolve final language to be used in the
follow-on agreement. In this regard, the parties had telephone conferences on at least the following
dates: $ne 17th, June 24th, June 28th, July 1st, July 3rd, July Sth, July Sth, July 10th, July 11th and
July 12th. During this time period, the parties have engaged in at least ten telephone conferences to
discuss the parties numerous issues relating to the follow-on agreement, including procedures for
reviewing and amending the same and substantive issues. During this time period, the parties
discussed between eighty percent (80%) and ninety percent (90%) of the issues originally brought
in this docket. Attached hereto as Composite Exhibits 6 through 15 (Exhibit Pages E32-E60) are

various e-mails which reflect these meetings and discussions. During the parties discussions and
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negotiations, the parties agreed to various changes to numerous portions of the proposed follow-on
agreement. However, the parties also had substantive disputes regarding quite a number of issues.
The current status of the parties’ negotiations are reflected in Composite Exhibit "1" (Exhibit Pages
E1-E22) as previously discussed.
Ol MEMORANDUM OF LAW
The Unilateral Interconnection Agreement filed by BellSouth on July 15, 2002 does not
_fully incorporate the parties' voluntary negotiations on issues not decided by the Commission.~
Likewise, the Unilateral Interconnection Agreement also fails to adequately incorporate many of the
issues resolved by this Commission. In Order No. PSC-97-0550-FOF-TP (In re: Petition by Sprint
Communications Company Limited Partnership d/b/a_Sprint for arbitration with GTE Florida
concemi int ion__rat terms. conditions, pursuant to F
Telecommunications Act of 1996; Docket No. 96-1173-TP), this Commission stated that: "{t]he
process of approving a jointly filed agreement by the Commission consists of approving
language that was agreed to by the parties, discarding the non-arbitrated language that was

not agreed upon, and determining the appropriate contract language for those sections that
were arbitrated, yet still in dispute." Seec Order No. PSC-97-0550-FOF-TP at pages 12-13. Thus
it.is clear that any final agreement must not only accurate reflect the Commission's rulings, but also
the priok agreements of the parties. Furthermore, 47 U.S.C. § 252(b)(4) states in pertifient part, that
In an arbitration, the State Commission should limit its consideration to those issues brought to the
Commission for arbitration. Thus to the extent the parties have disputes over how to implement
agreed issues, this Commission cannot simply grant BellSouth the relief requested (i.e. shoving a
non-conforming agreement down Supra's throat). It should also noted that this Commission's Order
of July 1, 2002 (Order No. PSC-02-0878-FOF-TP) required the parties to filed a jointly executed
Interconnection Agreement. However nothing in that Order requires Supra to sign an

10
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Interconnection Agreement which BellSouth refuses to conform to the partics’ prior agreements and
this Commission's prior rulings. Since it takes two parties working together in good faith,
BellSouth's bad faith tactics in attempting to hijack the negotiation process should not be rewarded
by this Commission.

With respect to striking BellSouth’s Unilateral Interconnection Agreement, Florida Statute
§ 120.569(2)(e) states in pertinent part as follows:

" All pleadings, motions, or other papers filed in the proceeding must be signed
by the party, the party's attorney, or the party's qualified representative. The
signature constitutes a certificate that the person has read the pleading,
motion, or other paper and that, based upon reasonable inquiry, it is not
interposed for any improper purposes, such as to harass or to cause delay, or
for frivolous purpose or needless increase in the cost of litigation. If a
pleading, motion, or other paper is signed in violation of these requirements,
the presiding officer shall impose upon the person who signed it, the
represented party, or both, an appropriate sanction . .."

Furthermore, Fla.Stat. § 120.569(2)(g) states that irrelevant, immaterial, or duly repetitious matters
shall be excluded. Thus it is clear that Fla.Stat. § 120.569 contemplates the striking of a motion,
filing or material which is either: (a) interposed for any improper purpose, such as to harass or to
cause delay, or for frivolous purposes or to needlessly increase the cost of litigation; or (b) is
ilrclevpg immaterial or duly repetitious. _ -

" Additionally, Florida Rules of Judicial Administration, Rule 2.060(c) states in pertinent part

as follows:

"The signature of an attorney (on any pleading or other paper filed) shall
constitute a certificate by the attorney that the attorney has read the pleading
or other paper; that to the best of the attorney's knowledge, information, and
belief there is good ground to support it; and that it is not interposed for delay.
If a pleading is not signed or is signed with intent to defeat the purpose of this
rule, it may be stricken and the action may proceed as though the pleading or

11



other paper had not been served."

Thus under Rule 2.060, Fla R Jud.Adm., it is proper to strike any paper filed by an attorney for
which there is ne good ground to support the filing or which is interposed for delay.

Given the above, it is clear that a proper sanction for an inappropriate filing is the striking of
that filing from the record. In Picchi v. Barnett Bank of South Florida, N.A., 521 So0.2d 1090, 1091
(Fla. 1988), the Florida Supreme Court held that a paper filed by an attorney which was not
authorized by-the rules of procedure or-caselaw, was subject to béing stricken. Likewise, the Court—
in Hicks v. Hicks, 715 So2d 304, 305 (Fla. 5th DCA 1998), held that a motion filed by an attomey
which violated Rule 2.060, Fla.R.Jud. Adm., was voidable and subject to be stricken.

With respect to this Commission, in Order No. PSC-98-1467-FOF-TP (In re: Complaint of

Supra Telecommunications & Information Systems against BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc. for
violation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996; petition for resolution of disputes as to
1 tation in ion_of interconnecti e and collocation a ents;
petition for emergency relief, Docket No. 98-0119-TP), this Commission ruled that a "Motion to

Dismiss BellSouth's Motion for Reconsideration and Clarification of Order No. PSC-98-1001-FOF-
TP for Misconduct” ("Motion to Dismiss Reconsideration”) was a pleading subject to being
stricken. In its motion to strike, BellSouth argued that Supra's Motion to Dismiss Reconsideration
was a pleading subject to being stricken under Fla.R.Civ.P. 1.140 as containing scandalous matters,
and under FlaR Civ.P. 1.150 as being falsc and a sham. In granting BeliSouth's motion and
striking Supra's Motion to Dismiss Reconsideration, this Commission held that Supra's motion was
in-fact a pleading subject to being stricken. See Order No. PSC-98-1467-FOF-TP at pages 6-10.

Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1.140(f) authorizes the striking from the record of any redundant,
immaterial, impertinent or scandalous matter from any pleading, at any time. Likewise,
Fla.R.Civ.P. 1.150(a) authorizes the striking of any pleading (or part thereof), which is a sham.

12
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Thus under this Commission's ruling in Order No. PSC-98-1467-FOF-TP, a motion or other filing
may be stricken under either Fla.R.Civ.P. 1.140 or FlaR.Civ.P. 1.150; and more particularly, if the
filing contains redundant, immaterial, impertinent or scandalous matters, or is a sham filing.

Apart from the rules of procedure and administration, motions to strike have also been
granted by this Commission and the Courts for other various reasons. For example, in Order No.

21710 (89-8 FPSC 270) (In_re: Objection to notice by Hudson Utilities, Inc. of intent to trangfer

mann; Docket No 89-0662-

SU), this Commission granted a motion to strike various objecuons on the grounds that said objects
were "irrelevant and immaterial”. Likewise, in Order No. PSC-98-1254-FOF-GU (In_re:
Complaint of Mother's Kitchen 1td. against Florida Public Utilities Company regarding refusal or
discontinuance of service; Docket No. 97-0365-GU), this Commission struck various responses to
motions as being untimely and thus not aliowed under the applicable rules. Since the late-filed
motions were not authorized under the applicable rules, it was proper to grant the motions to strike.

Again in Order No. PSC-99-0186-FOF-GU (In_re: Complaint of Mother's Kitchen Ltd. agaigst
Florida Public Utilities Company regarding refusal or discontinuance of service; Docket No. 97-

0365-GU), this Commission struck various exhibits attached to a motion for reconsideration, which
had not previously been made part of the record. Since the filing of such exhibitf was not
authorkzed, the Commission granted the motion to strike. Likewise, the Courts in overseeing
administrative agencies have upheld similar motions to strike. For example, in Plante v,
Department of Business and Professional Regulation, 716 So.2d 790, 792 (Fla. 4th DCA 1998), the
appellate court affirmed an agency ruling which struck evidence that had not previously been
submitted during the evidentiary hearing. Finally, in Ropes v. Stewart, 45 So. 31 (Fla. 1907), the
Florida Supreme Court upheld the striking of a declaration which the lower court found to be
scandalous. Thus it appears that even in the absence of any specific rules or statutes, Courts have
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the inherent power to strike improper and/or unauthorized filings.

Based upon the above, it is clear that this Commission has the power to strike any material
or filing from the record which is either: (a) not authorized by the rules; (b) is redundant,
impertinent, irrelevant, immaterial and/or scandalous; (c) which is a sham; (d) which is interposed
for any improper purpose, such as to harass or to cause delay, or for frivolous purposes, or which
needlessly increase the cost of litigation; and (e) for which there is no good ground to support the

“filing. Given the above, it-is proper to strike BellSouth's J;)—ly 15, 2002 Unilat@ Interconnection
Agreement.

Additionally, BellSouth's Emergency Motion is simply a bad faith attempt to preclude a fair
follow-on agreement from being negotiated and entered into by the parties. BellSouth should not
be allowed to game the system in this manner. Apart from this Commission lacking any authority
to grant the relief requested by BellSouth, Supra has in fact acted in good faith. It is BellSouth who
has not acted in good faith. In this regard, Supra is ready, willing and able to continue in good faith
negotiations over the follow-on agreement. Supra is even willing to participate in FPSC assisted
mediation. However, BellSouth has stated that it refuses to negotiate any further and simply wants
this Commission to show favoritism by forcing an agreement upon Supra which does not wholly
and accurately reflect the parties’ prior agreements or this Commission's prior rulings. Accordingly,

* BellSonth's Emergency Motion should be denied in its entirety. Altematively, if this Commission
even gives any consideration to BellSouth Emergency Motion, then Supra requests the opportunity
to demonstrate its good faith throughout this process via an evidentiary hearing.

WHEREFORE SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS & INFORMATION SYSTEMS,
INC., respectfully requests that this Commission deny BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS,

INC.'s July 15, 2002 Emergency Motion For Expedited Commission Action and strike BellSouth's
unilaterally drafted and filed Interconnection Agreement between BellSouth and Supra which was

14




also filed on July 15, 2002,

Ld

Respectfully submitted, this 22nd day of July, 2002,

SUPRA TELECOMMUNICATIONS &
INFORMATION SYSTEMS
2620 S.W. 27* Avemue
Mismi, FI, 33133
- —  -Telephone: 305-476-4248-
: Facsimile: 305-443-9516 - -

BY: C&Lﬂ/‘t WM/@' Z(f %)

BRIAN CHAIKEN, ESQ.

Yu
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Issue 1:

Disposition:

Status:

Imue A '
Has BellSouth or Supra violated the requirement in Commission Order PSC01-
1180-POF-TI to negotiate in good faith pursuant to Section 252(b)(5) of the Act? If
30, should BellSouth or Supra be fined $25,000 for each violation of Commission
g:g;f;cm -1180-FOP-TI, for each day of the period May 29, 2001 through June
Agreement prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation).
::diwuw over BellSouths proposed implementation of this issue.

Issue B
Which agrecment should be used as the base agreement into which the
commission’s decision on the disputed issucs will be incorporated?

FPSC determiriation. -

No dispute over BellSouth’s proposed implementation of this issue.
No.

Isuc]
Whatmthenppmprimfm,forﬂlesubmiuionofdispmumdetﬂwnew
agreement?

FPSC determination.

Dispute over BellSouth’s proposed implementation of this issue. BellSouth seeks to
alter its template to encompass issues never brought before the Commission for
arbitration. In this regard, BellSouth has altered its template in a manner which
pmpomtolimitthefmot’whaedisp}mamybesuhmimd. In particalar,
BellSouth’s proposed implementation secks to prohibit Supra from bringing
disputes before either the FCC or any court of competent jurisdiction. Since
dmgucmbeuwudedbybotbtthCCmdﬂwcomts.butnotbyﬂwFPSC.
BellSouth's proposed implementation is not only unconstitutional, but also directly
contradicts the FPSC's ruling on Issue 65 (below).

Yes.

Issuc 2 -

What is the acope of the ability to use the other party's confidential information that
is obtained pursuant to this interconnection agreement?

Agreement during InterCompany Review Board Meetings and/or Issue
Identification (Junc 2001) (subject to implementation).
Dﬁngmmtmgoﬁaﬁm.neﬂsmlgwdwmnhmﬁnlmmchm
Assuming BeliSouth made the requested language changes, there will be no dispute
over BeliSouth's proposed implementation of this issue.

Tentatively - No.
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Issue 3:

Issue 4:

Disposition:
Status:

Disputed:

Insue 5:

Disposition:

Status:
Disputed:
Issue 6:

Disposition:
Status;

What is the appropriate amount of general liability insurance coverage for the
Puﬁastomaintainm\duthehnmommﬁonm?

: Agreement during Inter-Company : Review Board Meetings and/or Issue

Identification (June 2001) (subject to implementation).
go dispute over BellSouth’s proposed implementation of this issue.
0.

Iene 4
Shou!dﬂnlnuumnwdmmconminlmguapwﬂwefrxtthnitwiﬂm
heﬁledwiﬂnﬂxeFlmianublicSuvioeCmnminionfamvalpiu-wmAmC
obteining ALBC certification from the Florida Public Service Commisgion?

FPSC determination.

~No dispute over BellSouths proposed impleméiitation of this issue. ]

No.

Insue § |
ShmﬂdBdlSouthbemquimdtopmﬁdetoSupmadownloMohuodeISwﬂn
Customer Service Records ("CSR")?

FPSC determination.
No dispute over BeliSouth’s proposed implementation of this issue.
Na.

Isye 6

Should BellSouth be required to provide to Supra a download of BellSouths
Regional Street Address Guide ("RSAG™) Database?

Ag:ﬂmnmtduﬁnglnwr-CompmngviewBoudMeeﬁngaxﬂorM
Identification (June 2001) (subject to implementation).

ﬂlepnﬁulsmedtowimdnwdﬁaiamebauduponﬂlewptuemtiomby
BellSouthﬂmitwmﬂdmvideSupuwithRSAG,wimﬂwonlydimbdng
under what texms as set forth in Issue 57. Since Issue 57 raised the issue a8 to
whether or not a licensing agreement was required, final resolution of this issue was
dependent upon a FPSC determination of Issue 57. However, BellSouths proposed
hmmmmmmmmmm Contrary to the
parties’ prior agrecment, BellSouth’s proposed language sllows BellSouth to refuse

to provide downloads of RSAG (even with a licensing agreement). Thus a dispute

exists over BellSouth’s proposed implementation of this issue.
Yes.

Ise 7
Which End User Line Charges, if any, should Supra be required to pay BellSouth?
Agreement prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation).
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Status:

| RN

ILANINEL LSOt Rion Sinfus e

D‘WMtﬂcGoﬁlﬁOﬂl.BellSwﬂ:agmedtomabomainhnguqechmﬂ
qumdbySupnwlﬁchappﬁcdmicﬂytoﬂnismofEndUumm-
Hm.upmofdnwﬁu’wgwmwmmmﬂndm
Lhnamdsodmltwithmhmdimofmpmaﬁon.whiehnqmu
creation. of 2 whole new Exhibit "B" to Attachment 2 (Unbundled Network
Elements). This other agreed language dealt partially with (and was related t0)
agrecd language proposed for Issues 13, 258, 26, 27 and..53. Thus the language
agreed upon not only addressed End User Line Changes, but also jon and
numerous matters which were to be found in revised Attachment 2 (Unbundled
NMM)MMAMMSM&M}. In the fall of
2001, the parties had reached tentstive agreements regarding language which nesded
to be implemented into a follow-on agreement. The reason for not agreeing upon
the actual implementation was because a dispute also existed as to which template

was 10 be used. The parties always understood and agreed that-the process of -

implementing agreed language, required not only inserting the agreed language into
appeopriate places within the contract, but also removing conflicting language and
making other changes consistent with the parties’ agreements in principal.
Implementation of the agreed language on this issue requires a rewrite of
Attachments 2 (Unbundled Network Elements) and 3 (Local Interconnection);
which the partics have not yet been sble to agree upon. Since the parties have not
been shle to agree upon BeliSouths proposed implementation of the agreed
language for this issue, the parties are currently disputing this issue.

Yes,

Insucs
This issue appears to have been identical to issue 7 since joint references have been
made to Issues 7 and 8.

: This issue was dropped as a separate issue.

Not Applicable.
Not Applicable.

Lesue 9
What should be the definition of ALEC?
Agreement prior 10 evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation).
NodsputeomBgﬂSanhiprogoeedimplen;eunﬁ,qnofthisism.
No.

Imue 10
Should the rate for a loop be reduced when the loop utilizes Digitally Added Main
Line (DAML) equiproent?
During recent negotiations, BellSouth agreed to include some clarifying language

Page30f22
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Listine Of lunes, Digyosition, Siatus and Disuntes

about obtaining Suprak consent in writing befare using DAML equipment on
existing lines. Howevq-.SupmalsotequestodclmifyhglmmmmUNB
lincs having DAML equipment, together with notification of certain resale lines
where the old technology is to be used. BeliSouth has refused to include this other
clarifying language requested by Supra. Nevertheless, Supra believes that further
negotistions may resolve any disputes over this issue,

Tentatively - Yes.

Under what conditions, if any, should the Interconnection Agrecsnent staie that the
pnﬁumyvrithholdplymtafdisptmdchm?
Mn;mmpﬁnﬁmSmmmudclﬁfﬁnghnmuwwmmm
ammy@.mmmmm;mmtmhm
regulstory, arbitral or judicial forum. Thus raising the issue of how a charge is
deemned disputed or iindisputed, BellSouth refused to consider the clarify language,
mdthmthepuﬁuamﬁydi:pmﬂeﬂh:ﬂﬁmedimplanmuﬁmdﬂﬁs
issue, Nevaﬂrelus,uponfmﬂwnegoﬁuﬁon.Smmymsidawiﬂxduvdn;this
position if other agreements can be reached with BellSouth.

Tentatively - Yes.

Isme 11B
Under‘whueondiﬁom,ifmy.lhouldthelnmmmwﬁmwmtmmsme
puﬁeumaywiﬂholdpuymtofmdispmedchugu?

During recent negotiations, Supra requested clarifying language as to whether or not
lcﬁlp\mmaybeomﬁdaadvaﬁda&erﬁﬁngacomphintbefomﬂww
regulstory, arbitral or judicial forum. Thus raising the issue of how a charge is
deemed disputed or undisputed. However, since the clarifying Ianguage requestad
MymhullA(M)mmmhimSmmm
pethapuﬂ:epuﬁu’dispmshundbenddrmedundﬂ-kmelm(above).
Tentatively - No. '

Insie 12
Sbmdmwmuhqmmdmmﬁdemmwsmifmmmm
LATA boundaries? .

FPSC determination.
Nodspueova-BellSoumtpmpowdimplcmnuﬁonofdﬂxiuue.

No.

bme 13
Whatﬂmﬂdbeﬂwappropdmd@ﬁniﬁonoflocﬂmfﬁcforpmpmofﬂlepmﬁu'
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Status:

Imye 14
Should BellSouth pay reciprocal compensation to Supra Telecom where Supra
Teheomi:uﬁﬁzinglm&topmvidelncalsweeforﬂ:etaminaﬁmoﬂmd
Traffic to Supra¥ End Users? If so, for which UNEs should reciprocal
compensation be paid?
Agreement pionoevidenﬁuyhearing(mbjwnoimplamuﬁm).
Thepuﬁuhndagmedtoldd:mthisimupmofﬂ\dngmdlmminkm
25B. Mimplamnmimofﬂ\ismnconﬁnpmupon&nnuusoﬁmm.
which is currently in dispute.
See Issue 25B, below.

e IS
mwmmmmummmmhmm
Agreement?

FPSC determination. -
Dmmt,mmmmwmmmmmmm
MWMMMWW.MMhmM
over BellSouth's proposed implementation of this issue,

Tentatively - No, ‘ ,

Unda-whnomcﬁﬁom.ifmy.mymwthme to provide service under the
torms of the intercomection agreement?

FPSC determination.
NodupuhoverBeUSwﬂx'spmpowdimplmtaﬁonofﬂﬂsissue.
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Disputed:

No.

hame17 . .
Shouldsupmbel.llowedtoeugagcin “truthful” comparative advertising using
Be;?lSouﬂl'snnneandmarh? I so, what should be the limits of that advertising, if
an
Agreement prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation),
g:dimaverBellSoumt proposed implementation of this issue.

e 4% LATIIURIe] Y ortons - 18(8). 18(C). 18(F). k), 18
Whatueﬂletppmpdmuwlforﬂlefoﬂowjngmviouim«'elenmhwtfain
ﬂumhlucmmﬁmw?m)mﬂmu:@)
huumcﬁm;(B)IPNﬂNP:(F)Bnunngd:;(G)w

FPSC determination. -~

TheFPSCadmdﬂntﬂmemaubliMinPPSCDocketNmMT?md
W&I?bemed.inmnjmﬁmwiﬂ:&umﬂlthdffedmndmmlpedﬁc
Tate was otherwise provided in those dockets. The FPSC also stated that Supea be
tﬂawedtooptinto“anypmﬁonofnn[odu]wdmmyoﬂwitme
favarable rates”. m.umwwmmmm
nm,ngm«iclmdmuwhid:mhinnmﬁmumdodwlmmwhidi
mwmwmmmmmmmam“m
26 and 51. Sumbeﬁmthnﬁrﬂurnegoﬁaﬁms:hou!dbeableﬁomolwm
problems with BellSouths proposed implementation. Neverthelsss, tentative
dispmudocxistwiﬂ:BellSouﬂa‘qpmpouedimplmumim.

Tentatively - Yes,

thmﬂwappmpdmmfmdwfoﬂowingmicu,imaelmmumfaﬂl
inﬂiel:mpouedintﬂconnw&oumnt?(A)Rﬂlh;(D)Coﬂoctﬁon.
Agmemunpﬁormevidmﬁaryhelﬁng(mbjectmimphnwnﬁou).
Wiﬂ:xupectmIS(A)(Rude).BeHSwﬂugmedmmkeominlmgmpchm
WWM&WWW.MW&mm
over BellSouth’ proposed implementation of issue 18(A). With respect to issue
180)).ﬂ:epnﬁa—|gxaedwmﬂncoﬂocaﬁonmdwumﬁdedou&pwmbe
M.mOI.whjeammn-upupmmoluﬁmofd:emﬁdmndodlmﬁm
dockets (.. FPSC Docket Nos. 98-1834 and 99-0321). BellSouth proposed
implementation docs not clearly reflect this sgreement. However, Supra believes
Mﬁn&umgoﬁaﬁmsmndbe;bhwmolwﬂmwoblmﬁﬂabensquhi
proposed implementation. Nevertheless, tentative disputes do exist with BellSouth'y
proposed implementation.

Tentatively - Yes.
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Issue 19;

Disposition:
Status:

Issue 21:

Status:

Isme 19
Should calls to Internet Service Providers be treated as local traffic for the purposes
of reciprocal cotnpensation?
FPSC determination.
The FPSC concluded that it lacked jurisdiction to address the issue of whether calls
ﬁoIS?sihwldbeWulocal&afﬁcfmpmpuuofmdmalwmpmnﬂm
YetBeuSw&npmpoadincluduhnguagewhichSumisnotyuablcmmw
with. Nmﬂ)eleu,ﬁnﬂwrnegoﬁaﬁommigm}eadtomnnmuymbh
language. Accordingly, for now, this issue is disputed.
Tentatively - Yes.

Issyeo 20
M@MWWVMmmthW
wﬁcbwiﬂmthmbmﬁemyﬁdxgﬁabiﬂtyufﬂnpufmﬁ
data BellSouth provides 10 Supra?

FPSC determination.

As noted by the FPSC, this issue is inter-related to Issue 15. During recent
negotiations, BellSouth sgreed to make certain language changes in reference to
Issue 15. Assuming BeliSouth made the requested language changes to Issue 15,
there will be no dispute over BellSouth's proposed implementation of this issuc.
Tentatively - No.

I 21 _ _
What does “cumently combines” mean as that phrase is used in 47
CFR.§51.315()?
FPSC determination.

BellSouth's proposed implementation contains some redundant sections and
ezroncous references in the language proposed. It gppears that language from
clsewhere in the agreement was inserted without making appropriate corrections.
Moreover, the language proposed by BellSouth was inserted into Attachment 2,
wmmwmmitmmymmmm
made between the parties in regards to other issues. Supra believes that further
ncpﬁdomdxaﬂdbeabbwruolveﬁuepmbkmudﬂzneﬂsm%prwf
implementation. Nevertheless, tentative disputes do exist with BellSouth's proposed

implementation.
Temtatively - Yes,

oo 22
Under what conditions, if any, may BellSouth charge Supra a “non-recumring
charge” for combining network elements on behalf of Supra?
FPSC determination.
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Status: BellSouth’s proposed implementation contains some redundant sections - and
etrroneous references in the language proposed. It appears that langusge from
elsewlueindwagreememwasinmwdudeﬂingapp:opdmm
Moreover, the language proposed by BellSouth was inserted into Attachment 2,
whichueedsﬁnﬂwrmviﬁmbefmcitcmwcm&elymﬂeavolmmm
made between the parties in regards to other issues. Suprs believes that further
negotistions should be able to resolve these problems with BellSouth’s proposed
implementation. Nevertheless, tentative disputes do exist with BellSouth’s proposed

Disputed:  Tentatively - Yes.

' el
Jasue 23: Should BellSouth be directed to perform, upon request, the functions necessary to
combine unbundled network elements that are ordinarily combined in its netwatk? _
If 86, what charges, if any, ahould apply? - -

Disposition: FPSC detenmination. -

Statas: BellSouths proposed implementation contains some redundant sections and
erroneous references in the language proposed. It sppears that language from
elsewhere in the agreement was inserted without making appropriate cosrections.
Moreover, the language proposed by BellSouth was inserted into Attachment 2,
which needs further revisions before it can accurately reflect voluntary agreements
made between the parties in regards to other issues. Supra believes that further
negotiations should be able to resolve these problems with BellSouth's proposed
implementstion. Nevertheless, tentative disputes do exist with BellSouth proposed
implernentation.

Disputed:  Tentatively - Yes.

Inene 24
Insue 24: Should BellSouth be required to combine network ¢lements that are not ordinarily

combined in its network? If so, what charges, if any, should apply?

Status: BeliSouths proposed implementation contains some redundant sections and
eroneous references in the language proposed. It appears that language from
elsewhere in the agreement was inserted without making appropriate comections.
Moreover, the language proposed by BellSouth was inserted into Attachment 2,
which needs further revisions before it can accurately reflect voluntary agreements
made between the parties in regards to other issues. Supra believes that further
negotiations should be able to resolve these problems with BeliSouth’s proposed
implementation. Nevertheless, tentative disputes do exist with BellSouth’s proposed
implementation.

Disputed:  Tentatively - Yes.

L
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Issue 25A:
Disposition:

Status:
Disputed:
Issue 25B:

Disposition:
Status:

LIssuc 254, '
Should BellSouth charge Supra Telecom only for UNEs that it orders and uses?

Agreement prior to evidentiary hearing.

Bwpuﬁuhadagmedtoudmdmwﬂﬁsismﬁomcomidaaﬁonbythemcm

no added Ianguage.
No.

Iae 258 :
Should UNEs ordered and used by Supra Telecom be considered part of its network
fwﬂwpmpmdredwdmmpmaﬁm,swiwhmdimmd

interfintralLATA services?
Agrecment prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation),

As part of the partics’ agreement in the fall 2001, certsin language was agreed upon
which required the crestion of a whole new Exhibit "B" to Attachment 2
(Unbundled Network Elements). The language agreed upon as part of this issue

resolution was related to agroed language

proposed for Issues 7, 13, 26, 27 and 53.

In addition, the parties had agreed to address Issue 14 in the language agreed upon in
this jssue. Thus the language agreed upon in this issue was inter-related and inter-
dependent upon numerous matters raised in Iasues 7, 14, 13, 26, 27 and 53, which
all were supposed to be addressed in revised Attachment 2 (Unbundied Network
Elements) and revised Attachment 3 (Local Interconnection). In the fall of 2001, the
parties had reached tentative agreements regarding language which needed o be |
implemented into & follow-on agreement. The resson for not agreeing upon the
actual implementation was because a disputs also existed as to which template was
to be used. The parties always understood and agreed that the process of
implementing agreed language, required not only inserting the agreed language in
appropriste places, but also removing conflicting language and making other
changes consistent with the parties’ agreements in principal. Implementation of the
agreed language on this issue requires a rewrite of Attachment 2 (Unbundled
Network Elements) and Attachment 3 (Local Interconnection); which the parties
have not yet been able to agree upon. Since the parties have not been ablo to agree
upon BellSouth’s proposed implementation of the language agreed upon in this

i;un,&upuﬁammmﬂydimﬁngﬂﬁiim.
[}

-

Tame 26 .
Under what rates, terms snd conditions may Supra Telecom purchase network
elements or combinations 1o replace services currently purchased from BellSouth

tariffs? :
Agreement prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation).

During recent negotistions, BellSouth agreed to make certain language changes.
Assuming BellSouth made the requested language changes, there will be no dispute

Page 9of 22




over BellSouth’s proposed implementation of this issue, However, it should noted

MagoodpmﬁmoftheEnMIMmhnbmplmdbyBeﬂSwﬂlin

AltlchmntZ(UnblmdledNetwmtElmu)lndlhatﬂJisAmhmmtmedstohe

wﬁudhmmmmmummmmmmm.
Disputed:  Teutatively - No.

Issue 27: SbmddﬂmbeaﬁnglepdntofinmﬁonwimintthTAfmthemuNal
exchange of traffic? ¥ 30, how should the single point be determined?

Disposition: Agreunmtpﬁortowidmﬁuthing(mbjecttoimplemmtaﬁon).

Status: Aupmofﬂwparﬁes'wnindnfnnmm.wuinlmmwngreedupm
Whichmqlﬁmdﬂlemofamhmﬂxlﬁbitm'mMMZ
ammmmmmmxwmwymmmm
om:pmmionmduawidevnietyofﬁﬂingcimm This new Exhibit "B*

lmmagrwdupouupmofﬂﬁsimlemoluﬁmwummdmwmmge
proposed for Issues 7, 13, 25B, 26 and 53. In addition, the parties had agreed to
addreulssueuindwlmguagengmeduponforkmzm. Thus the language
w@mmmnmwum«mmmu Nt UpOn NUMErous
mawmnisedinlmm‘l.l4,13.253.26|nd53.whichnuwmmpponedtobe
lddleuedinmviledAmcthuZ(UnbmdledNetwukEmu)mdmviled
Attachment 3 (Local Interconnection), In the fall of 2001, the parties had reached

Issue 28: Whummdcmdiﬁommdwhnupustemm.ifmy.mouldnpplyformpmm
gainmmandulcncﬂsmﬂaciliﬁatomcmulﬁ—wnmtenvitmmts?

Disposition: FPSC determination.

Status: ItdsCaunnissimnotedMifuinglepointofintuconnecﬁmC’SPOF)m
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ummaisimmumwofmm.muitwmuiw-fw
BeﬂSouthm-lﬂuwoﬂ:erALECamtoﬂmwmﬁmlwiMnﬁmms
panﬁzﬁonfmmﬂ)eALECw!winiﬁdlyreqtmwd(mdpaidfm)ﬂm_mﬂml
Notwiduhncﬁngﬂzislmmge,BeﬂsmbpmpoudimplemenuﬁmmM
"[tltnSPOIrthdmbehnlfofSum]lhaﬂdbenﬁublefwunbymlﬁl*
carriers.” BeﬂSmnhipupmedlmmdounotgiveSupmmmlowtbSPO :
as requircd by the FPSC’s determination. Supra believes that further negotiations
ﬂmuubelbkmruolwmmlunswithmhpmpaedimpm
Nemﬂwhss,wnuﬁvedimdoexiuwiﬂ:mwdﬁpmpoudimpmnﬁm.
Disputed:  Tentatively - Yes.

, Imue 29

Tssue 29: nmwmmmmmmmnm:uumsmm
medwﬁ:uﬂneeﬁmmncumlmdmwtybnel? Is BellSouth
Mg‘ihdbmﬁdzhcdchuﬁtwiﬁc_ﬁn;dUNBmtoSmtomMu
mﬁmmﬁ&dmacﬂmlocmdinbendtyhnl?

Disposition: FPSC determination.

Status: During recent negotiations, Supra ‘requested clarifying language that nothing
prevents Supra from provisioning the fourth or more lines via resale. BeliSouth
agreed to make this change. Supra also requested clarifying language that Supra
cmﬂdalsondoptﬂumn‘htn&offaedmmyoﬂmALBCmduawﬂdmd
Wmmﬁmwwimumﬁtyofmm
BellSmnhxeﬁuedtowtotlﬂJchdfylnglmgmge. Supra notes that with respect
mhnnl&&egﬁdinglﬂrm),theFPSClmedMSnpnﬂuuﬂdbeaﬂowedbqt
into'mypuﬁa:ofm[otber]lgmtﬂutmyoﬁ‘eritmt&mlﬂem'.
Supndmplyleehtoineotpomaﬁﬁsﬁghtwmehowintoﬂﬁ:ime. Supm is
wiﬂingmdimuﬂlhmmﬁlﬂmwiﬂlﬂdlsmmmmﬂmmgoﬁlﬁm,
perhapsmowureveuwiﬂ:dmwﬂﬁscluifﬁngwquat.

Disputed:  Tentatively - Yes.

Issue 30
Issue 30: ShmddBeHSqmlmcludeSudeecomﬁompmchninglocdcimﬁtMmhing
- fromneusanNEmwhmaDemhyZonslexi-ﬁngSudemm
customer with 1-3 lincs incroases its lines t0 4 or more?
m:mmhmmykeﬁewmm-mdhm
Idenﬁﬁellion(hmemn(ﬂﬁectwhnpkmuﬁon). )
Status: mepmlul;taedtowimdnwﬂaicismeuawpmmiuuebmuwu
redundaat of Issue 29, above.
Disputed:  Not Applicable,

Isue 31 , _
Issue 31: ShouldBcﬂSouﬂabeaﬂowedmaggregawﬁnespmvidcdmmnlupklommofn
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Disposition:
Status:

Issue 32A:

Status:

singlecmtomtomuictSupraTeIeoomiabiﬁtytopmchaselocllcimnit
switchingltUNEmmtomeanyofﬂlelimochmmm?

Amt ptiortoevidmtiatyl‘leuﬁng(mbjecttoiml)lmmnﬁon).

Dlm.ng.l'ecent mgoﬁmm.neusmwwmhcmﬁnlnwdmw-
mmmmmquww&m.mmwiﬂumdim
over BellSouth’s proposed implementation of this issve.

Tentatively - No,

o lasue 32A
UndawhatmtmamaySupnchugcﬂwmdemswiwhingmc?
FPSC determination.
BqﬂSw&hmwdhnpbmuﬁmuehmeﬁmimmmpfeuthm
simply the tendem switching fee as used in 47 CFR. § $1.711 and the FPSC's

dispnadoexiuwiﬂ:BeﬂSmnh’-pmpooedimplmnuﬁon. In any event, as set
forth previously, the parties need to revise attachment 3 (Local Interconnection) in
mbmlyhmmimdmmﬁwﬂywm
Teniatively - Yes.

Iswe 32B
Based on Supra's network configuration ss of January 31, 2001, hes Supra met these
criteria?
FPSC determination.
BeﬂSoﬂh’apopmedin:plmmmﬁonnekstoelimimtemmuugefeeuﬂwn
simply the tandem switching fec ss used in 47 CFR. § 51.711 and the FPSC
determination. Supra believes that further negotistions might be able to resolve
these problems with BellSouth's proposed implementation. Nevertheless, tentative
disputes do exist with BeliSouth's proposed implementation. In any event, as set
Mwy.mmuMmmAmmaadem)m
adumm:ﬂyi:miuuulhudypr_eviomlyayeedupm.
Tentatively - Yes.

~ Isme 33
WhnnﬂwlppmpdmmnifdelSmtbmmvidembuudbdlocdhopfu
pmﬁaionofDSLuwicewbensucbloopcmpmviximedmdigihlloopwﬂu
facilities?
BeﬂSmnh’spmpoudimplemmnﬁonhuwmenmiﬁngmdoﬂwrwiwdimeﬁmny
hnpapw!ﬁchSupmwouldlilwtowednngad;includingMWheuSum
Tequests loops served by any type of digital loop carrier, that Supea shall first have
the option of moving its end-user to a loop suitable for xDSL service. Supea is
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Listing Of lasnss, Disporidon, Status gnd Dispstes
willing to discuss this matter further with BellSouth, and after further negotiation,
pezhaps narmow this clarifying request.

Tentatively - Yes,

Lisue 34
WhnCOGdinamdcut-ovamdwtﬂdbeimpbmenwdmmmm
mliablemdﬁmclyun—ovmwheﬁacustomdlmgulocdmfmmﬂdlsm
to Supra?

FPSC determination.

mFPSCmdugaveSupntheﬂghtwchowbetwemthecm-omm
ptupuedbyBeBSmnh,uﬂwcm-ompummﬁdedforinmeinmwﬂon
m_uﬁmdbdmneusﬂuhmdAT&T.umvedbyO:hNo.Psc
01-2357-FOF-TP in Docket No. 000731-TP. BellSouth proposal did not give Supra

UNE-P conversions of existing resale service. BeliSouth's proposed language does
not include such prohibitions. Supnbelimthatﬁnﬂunegoﬁaﬁmmybuhle
tomolveﬂwnpmblemwiﬂ:BellSouﬂﬂpmpoudimplmtaﬁm. Nevertheless,
tentative disputes do exist with BellSouths proposed implementation,
Tentatively - Yes.

Isspe 35
Iscmducﬁngastatewideinvuﬁglﬁon of criminal history records for each Supra
Tdecamemployeeorlgm!beingconﬁdaedtoworkonaBeHSouthpmnima
secwitymmuretlmBellSoud:myimposeonSupnTelwom?

Agreement Prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation).
NodispmcoverBellSouthkpropuedimplmmﬁonofﬂﬁsism
No. _

Fawhnrecuningmdnon-mumingitummayBenSouﬂxchatgeSupnTclmm
for collocation and under what terms and conditions?
Awmuudminghm-CompmyReviewBouﬂMeeﬁng;mdlorm
Identification (June 2001) (subject 10 implementation). -
NﬁsismwuwithMWbyﬂn'pnﬁunbdngredmﬂmtoﬂuuelﬂﬂ)).lbow.
Not Applicsble.

WhatmedmuldbeappliedtodupmvisionofDCpowettoSupnTehcom’h
collocation space? _
Asrunmtchninglmt-CompanszviewBoaﬂMwﬁngsmdlorm
Identification (June 2001) (subject to implementation).
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Status:

Disputed:

Issus 38:

Ligine Of Issnes, Digposkion, Stats and Diseetes

This issue was resolved when BellSouth’s represented that in at least one other state
in its region, BellSouth was being required to install electrical meters and charge
only a metered rate for electricity (i.e. actual power consumed by Supra). BellSouth
Wwas 1o incorporate language reflecting this change in the proposed agresment, but
failed to do s0. Supra notes that the proposed agreement still reflects power charged
buedmﬁndmﬁthukucapadty,a:ﬁupntedmeﬂmdwhichﬂwmlmdm

Yes,

Insue 38
Is BellSouth required to provide Supra with nondiscriminatory access to the same
databases BellSouth uses to provision its customers?

Disposition: FPSC determination.

Statos:

Disputed:

Issue 39:

The FPSC stated that BejlSouth did not have to provide nondiscriminatory access to

the same databases which BellSouth uses to provision services for BellSouth end
users. The BellSouth template filed st the beginning of this arbitration did not
provide for such sccess. Therefore no new language was needed. Nevertheless,
BeliSouth included some vague new language on this issue which is overly broad
(i-e. "In no case will direct access to BellSouth’ OSS be required™). This vague and
overly broad language is not necessary and can only lead to disputes. Accordingly,
at this time, Supra camnot agree with BellSouths proposed implementation.
Nevertheless, Supra belicves that further negotiations may be able to resolve this
problem with BellSouth's proposed implementation.

Tentatively - Yes.

. Ie 39
Should BellSouth provide Supra Telecom access to EDI interfaces which have
already been crested as a result of BellSouth working with other ALECs?

Disposition: Agrecment during Inter-Company Review Board Meetings and/or Issue

Status:

,.l

3

Disputed:

Issue 40:

Identification (June 2001) (subject 1o implementation).

The parties agreed to resolve this issue by BellSouth giving Supra access to the EDI
intesfaces being used by MCL i.e. "CAFE" and "EDI". "CAFE" is an EDI interface
between MCI and BellSouth being used to handle access orders, while "EDI” is an
EDI interface being used betweens MCI and BeliSouth to deal with pre-ordering
issues. Although BellSouth hag provide Supra some of the documentation necded
to access these interface(s), BellSouth failed to include these interfaces in the
proposed follow-on agreement. Since this may have simply been sn ovemsight on
BellSouth's part, Supra believes that further negotiation may resolve this issue.
Tentatively - Yes. :

Imue 40
Should Standard Message Desk Interface-Enhanced ("SMDI-E”) and Inter-Switch
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Issue 42;
Status:

Voice Messaging Service ("TVMS™), and any other comesponding signaling
associatedw'ithvoicemaﬂmugingbeincludedwiﬂﬁnthecostofﬂlelmﬂ

Iamse 41
MW&WNMSWTMMWth
Bdmmnhibmhmdm&hmwuwﬁ:mﬁwumofﬂéﬂsmtbﬂh?
Ampﬁamavidmﬁnyluuing(wbjmmimplmnﬁm).
Mummﬁﬁm,mﬂsmwmmmmnmw.
Mudnghﬂsmmmemquw,ﬁmuﬁubemdim
over BellSouth’s proposed implementation of this issue,

Tentatively - No.

Whnti:ﬂ:epmperﬁmefrmfordﬂmputytomdn‘biﬂs?

FPSC determination.

During recent negotiations, BellSwthngnedmmakacemmlmsuap chages.
Ammmmmmmmpw.umﬁuumm
over BellSouth ' proposed implementation of this issue.

Teatatively - No. ‘

lnme €3
Whanbmldbeﬂxechnp:ﬂowedfo:OSSo:deﬁngmdpmﬁaioninsucomwmd
to the peior interconnection agreement?
Ayacmmdminglntu—CmyReviewBoardMeeﬁngsmdlcrkm
Identification (June 2001) (subject to implementation).
mmwmmmm.ummmmmm
redundant of Issues 18(A) and 18(B), sbove.
Not Applicable.

Inmedd
Whatmd:eappmpdmcﬂmunderwhichnm,mmsormﬁﬁmamybe
adopted from other filed and approved interconnection agrsements? What should
be the effective date of such an adoption?
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Disposition: Amt prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation),
Status: No dispute over BellSouth proposed implementation of this issue.
Disputed: No.

Imueds
Issue 45; ShouidBeHSwﬂ:bemqlﬁredtopostmmmﬁteaﬂBeUSouddanm
Agreements with third parties? ¥f so, when?
Disposition: Agreement prior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation).
Status: Nodiq:moverBeﬂSanh’spropocedimplcmmuﬁonofmisinm
Disputed: No.

Issug 46

Issue 46: hwmmwmsmmquwwtmw

for all wholesale services and clements? _

Disposition: FPSC determination ~ - -

Statas: TbeFPSCnﬂedﬂmBeﬂSwﬂammwnvideAIECselecumicaduingclpabmty
m&emmt&uﬂemmmwﬁtywimm BellSouth’s
ptopmedlmgu:gedoemntimplemmtﬂﬁsmﬁngandmommmaomm
pmvideelecuonicadedngclpabiﬁtywhueithuflﬂedmdevebpnwha
capability for ALECs. This is discriminatory and does not comply with the FPSC%
determination. Thus a dispute exists on this issve.

Disputed: Yes.

Issue 47

Issue 47: Whm,ifatalLMdﬂmebemnualinwﬁmonelecumicaﬂylubuﬁmd
orders?

Disposition: FPSC determination.

Status: BellSouths proposed implementation does not reflect the FPSC determination
wlﬁdlmdinpuﬁnentpmufoﬂom:"BeHSomhMbepunﬁmdmnmﬂy
process those orders [of Supra] that would be processed similarly for [BellSouth]
retail orders.” mmhwmpmmmmmm
requirement by using different language. Thus a dispute exists o this issue.

Disputed: Yes.

v Imedd
Issue 48: Is BellSouth obligated to provide Supra Telecom with billing records? ¥ so, which
records should be provided and in what format?
Disposition:  Agreement peior to evidentiary hearing (subject to implementation),
Status; No dispute over BellSouth's proposed implementation of this issuc.
Disputed:  No.

Issue 49
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